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9/6/74 
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1/14/75 
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4/30/75 


PROCEEDINGS 


Answer and Special Defenses 
of Board of Education 
Members of the Town of 
Westport, filed. 


Answer and Special Defenses 
of Board of Education 
Members of the Town of 
Bloomfield, filed. 


Answer and Special Defenses 
of Board of Education 
Members of the Town of 
Hamden, filed. 


Plaintiffs' Motion for : 
Summary Judgment, filed 


Defendant's (Members of 
the Stratford Board of 
Education) Motion For 
Summary Judgment, filed. 


Defendants' Motion for 
Summary Judgment, filed 
by Deft. Education 
Associations. 


Stipulation for Dismissal ~ 
of Action against Meriden 

Board of Education Members 

only, endorsed: "So 

ordered" ZAMPANO, J. 

M-5/1/75. Copies to 

counsel of record. 
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Relevant Docket Entries (Contd.) 


DATE PROCEEDINGS 

7/2/75 Ruling on Motions For 
Summary Judgment, filed 
and entered. Plaintiffs' 


motion for summary judg- 
ment is denied; defendant 
CEA affiliates' motion for 
summary judgment is 
granted; the motion for 
summary judgment of the 
members of the Stratford 
Board of Education is also 
granted. Zampano, J. 
M-7/3/75 Copies to all 
counsel of record and to 
TEC, MJB, RCZ, JON, AHL, 
U. Conn. Law Review. 


V/T/TS Judgment, filed and entered. 
Ordered that pltfs.' motion 
for summary judgment is 
denied; deft. CEA affili- 
ates' motion for summary 
judgment is granted; the 
motion for summary judgment 
of the members of the Strat- 
ford Board of Educ. is also 
granted. Markowski, C. 
M-7/9/75. Copies to all 
counsel of record. 


Feels id Plaintiffs' Notice of 
Appeal from judgment 
entered on July 7, 1975, 
filed. Copies to all 
counsel of record. 
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CONNECTICUT STATE FEDERATION : 
OF TEACHERS, ET AL. 


Vv. CIVIL NO. B 74-178 


BOARD OF EDUCATION MEMBERS OF 

THE TOWNS OF H {, MERIDEN, : 
STRATFORD, BRIDGEPORT, BLOOMFIELD, 
AND WESTPORT, ET Ai. : 


RULING ON MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDG?E: 


T 


The Connecticut State Federation of Teachers (CSFT) 
and the Connecticut Education Assoc. ation (CFA) are rival 
labor organizations for teachers in the State of Connecticut. 
In the five towns of Hamden, Wescport, Stratford, Bridgeport, 
and Bloomfield, the teachers have designated the C&A atciliate 
as their exclusive collective bargaining agent pursuant to 
the Connecticut Teacher Negotiations Act, Conn. Gen, Stat. 
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infringe plaintiffs’ First and Fourteenth Amendment rights. 
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and Westport, reg ions deny or limit the access of the 
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boxes thile affording the CEA bargaining agent such access. 
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union dues only upon express authorization by the teacher. 
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Accordingly, plaintiffs' motion for Summary judgment is 
denied; defendant CEA affiliates' motion for su mary judgment 
is granted; the motion for Sunmary ‘judgment of the members of 
the Stratford Board of Education is also granted, 
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Proof of Service 


In accordance with Rule 26(d) Fed. Rules 
App. Proc., I hereby certify that service of 
the foregoing Joint Appendix has been made on 
the 24th day of December, 1975 by depositing 
two copies thereof in the U.S. mail, first 
class postage paid, to each of the following: 


Stephen R. Reitman, Esq., Asst. Town Attorney, 
Town of Bloomfield, 820 Park Avenue, Bloomfield, 
Connecticut: Richard Oburchay, Esq., City 
Attorney's Office, 202 State Street, Bridgeport, 
Conn. 06604; Gerald H. Cohen, Esq., Town 
Attorney, Memorial Town Hall, Hamden, Conn. 
06518; Anthony P. Copertino, Jr., Esq., 1187 
Park Avenue, Bridgepcrt, Conn. 06604; Charles 


S. Weidman, Esq., and Stanley P. Atwood, Esq. 
Asst. Town Attornevs, 101 East State Street, 
Westport, Conn. a. fartin A. Gould, Esq., 
Gould, Killian & Krechevsky, 37 Lewis Street, 
Hartford, Conn. 06103. 


Dated at Hartford, Conn., this 30th day of 


December, 1975. 


Karl Fleischmann 


